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ABSTRACT

Student pressures for institutional change have
become a major influence in American higher education and if colleges
are to provide educational experiences appropriate to the particular
students they attract, knowledge about the varieties of orientation
and inclination of their students is important. The focus of this
study was on the small college and the purpose was to identify,
within the institutions of higher education investigated, the
perceptions and attitudes of different types of students toward
institutional functioning and institutional response to change. The
study also sought to identify those factors that influence the kinds
and degrees of student pressures for change, and the variation of
institutional response to such pressures for change in 3 specific
areas of student concern most distinguishable on campuses today.
These arc2as are changes in curriculum, governance, and student life.
The Clark-Trow Typology of College Student Subcultures and the
Peterson Student Typology of College Students were the means used in
the investigative process. The results are presented in both
discussion and tabular format. . (HS)
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dioruptions in large universities such as 3erkaley, Colunbia, Tormelld,

and Harvord, there is very little in the literaturs abont studond
disconbent 1 the small eollege,

Feterson (196%) notes that since 1564-65 increasing numbers of
cocllege students representing a much wider cross-section of the studant
body were becoaming involwad in campus protests, luch of this student
discontent can be attribuied to fundamental dissatisfaction with the

traditions, the structure, and the vesy roots of the established society,

y “While many of the issues were exbternal to the campus--the Viet MNam war,
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to the campuse In loco parentis, parietal rules and regulations, stringent
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academic and curricular requirements, and centralized university
governance--all have been seriously challenged.

As a result of the pressures students have exerted upon American
universities, there has developed a growing reccgnition of the need for
greater student participation in the learning process, coupled with a
better understanding of extra-curricular interests, which in turn, has
led to a heightened concern for student rights and academic freedome In
particular, student interest and concern with internal campus issues such
as the decision-making process in curriculsr matters, student affairs,
off-campus 1ife, disciplinary proceedings and campus governance has
increased markedly and are of central concern to students in colleges and
universities today (AAUP, 1967 & Sindler, 1967).

In short, student pressures for institutional change have Lecome a
major influence in American highef education and if, as ‘arren (1968)
suggests, colleges are to provide educationz2l experiences appropriate
to the particular students they attract, knowledge about the varieties

of orientation and inclinations of their students is important.
The Purpose of the Study

" The purpose of this aspect of the study has been to identify,
within the institutions 6f higher education investigated, the perceptions

“and attitudes of different types of students toward institutional functioning

and institutional yesponse to change, The study also sought to identify

those factors that influence the kinds and degrees of student pressures




distinquishable on campuses today--changes in curriculum, governance,

' schemea for describing: types of.students is that developed by Clark and

'Conformist.”.Specifically, the Clark-Trow Typology is concerned with two

,(l
for change, and the variation of institutional response to such

pressures for change in three specific areas of student concern most

and student life.
Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework underlying ﬁhis investigation is concerned
with the socinal diversit;s of student populations as they affect the
collere environrment and are affected by that environment,

In an investigation of student populations, it is desirable to contrast
types or to classify students according to certain selected dimensions,
In this regard, Gottlieb and Hodgkins (1953) indicates that the classification
of student groups into whatl is commonly known as student subsultures or
student ﬁypes has developed from the recognition that there is an interaction
between the college cormnity (which has a distinctive value orientation)

and that which is held by students upon entrance to ccllege.

The Clark-Trow Typolozv ¢! Collepe Student Subcultures

Perhaps the most widely known and extensively applied conceptual

Trow, 1960. Their typology is based upon four types of student sub-

cultures which-are labled as Vocational,- Collegiate, Academic and Non-

variables and these subcultures emerge analytically from a combination of

two factors: "(A) the degree to which students are involved with ideas,
and (b) the extent to which students identify with thei? collegé“
(Clark, 1962, p. 210).




According to Clark, the rclationship between the sublypes ean bhe
described diagramatically as follows:

Involved with ideas

+ -
Identify ~ _ Academic ' Colleglate
with ! ; T T
College | Non-Conformist | Vocational

The subcultures "are erstems of norms and values which overlap and flow
into one another in different types of colleges; they are reflected in

individuals in various blends" (1942, p. 210).

The_Peterson Student Typolo~s of Tolleze Stmdents

In 1968, Richard Peterson developed a-typology for clacsifving
students whick is used in this study. “hile based on the original 7lark-
Trow model, Peterson furthcr refines these student types. UYe indicates
that "giver an open, mass educational system, the diversity in student
characteristics is extremely great” (p, 299) and for +his reason, a more
refined classification is needed to account for the types of students
found in American colleges in the late nineteen sixties and in the
nineteen seventies, |

The Peterson typology of college students '"consists of eight student
types distinquishable in terns of their dominant value commitment®
(Peterson, 1968, p. 299). Peterson (p. 296) sees his student types as
arranged along a continmuum reflecting the degree to which these types

accept or reject prevailing American institutions in the following manner:
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Stance vis-a-vis American Institutions

Acceptance heuvral ReJection

Vocationalists Colluglates litualists Academics Intellectnals -
Professionals hetivists
Hipples
This classification refers to znalytic, ideal types which are "largely
inferential and speculative" and oversinplified abztractions that "mask
the huge variadility :n many dineonsions that unmiestionably exist within
each type" (Petersou, p. 299). The types of students developed by
Peternon nore clearly differentiate the complerxity of student values aid
behavior than did the earlier Zlark-Trow types. This 4s particularly trus
of the differentiation of the non-conformist type into left-activists and
hipples, Yut 2lso in distinquishing betuesn vocationalists and professionnlicts
and vetween acadaiics and intellectuals, as well as the introduction of the -
ritualists, the non-comdtted type. Finally, the placement of these types
along a continuwn makes the typolozy more useful for the further analysis

of student perceptions of institutional funciioning and responsiveness to

change,

Institutlona' Vitality and Functioning

Hore than ever, 1nstitutlons of higher education in the 1970's

muqt deﬂOﬂstrate the "vitality" necessary to respond to changing intellesc-

\.\'V\}

tual needs of their *tudents, their commnities, and the times. Colleges
and the universities of todaj camot be effective for long without re- 3
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raining adaptive to new conditions (Mefferlin, 1949). In response to

national concern regarding how colleges and universities can respond to
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thls need for internal change, Zarl J, Vc™rath and twe of his

associatea, JB lon ilefferlin and lians flermer, conductad an extenaive
study of iInstituticnal change and reforin in hiphor education. This
research contributes sudatantiallyy to the develorment »f the concept of
"institutional vitality"., TInstitutional witalit; as di veloped in thai
study includes the capacity of an institution to grow :ad to adapt to
new social demands, and was "concerned with the capacity of an academic
enterprise continuously to reorganize its program and to redistridbute its
resources in such uass as to encourage the most promising innovations in
the theors and practice of hipgher education" (Hefferlin, 1959, p. x)e In
short, for American colleges and universities to be rital, a concerted
effert must be made to chanje purposes and practices of cducational
obJectives according to the changing character of American society and
cmerginé educational n2eds.

Some tine later, lcGrath and his associates entered iito discussions
with the Educational Testing Service (ETS) in Princeton, to conszider the
conceptual efforts already made and to discuss possible rew .deas and
approaches, During these conferences, sorie expressed the view that the
word "vitality," with its emotional overtones, might better be replaced
by the neutral concept, institutional functioning., The wer in which an
institution functions would, however, be a reflection of its vitaliy
(Peterson, 1970, pp. 3-4).

Institutional Functioning was seen as consisting of eleven dimensions--
(TAE) Tntellectual-Aesthetic Extracurricular, (F) Freedom, (HD) Human
Diversity, (IS) Improvement of Society, (UL) Undergraduate learning, (DG)
Democratic Governance, (MIN) Meeting Local Needs, (SP) Self-Study, Plamming,




(AY) Advancing #nowledge, (£I) “oncern for Innovation, and (IE) Inatitutional

Eoprit (Feterson, ct.al., 1970). The first six of the above dirensions

arce specifically related to assessing student attitudes and perceptions

of institutional functioninz as perceived by the students themselves,
Institutional Munctioning, then, is seen as providing a conseptual

framewor): for cxaning how students percelve the characteristics of and

capacity for change within their particular institution,

Student Pressures for Change

Tnere is a sense of disenfranchisement among students on college
cammses bvoday, a frustration and discontent that has its roots primarily
in the Anerican society. HMHany of the campus issues since the early 1950's
have been concerned with the contimied existence of racial injustice in
the United States, the presence of severe poverty among sorme American citizens,
and the participation of fmerican military forces in Southeast Asian conflicts.
Further dissatisfaction, as noted by Freedman, arises among college students
from a feeling that the education they are recelving is preparinz then "to
fit into a society they reject, at least in considerable part" (1967, p. 173).
Héwever, mich of the student discontent as noted earlier (AAUP, 1967 &
Sindler, 19567) indicate that students have becone increasingly concerned
about the extent to which they have been allowed to participate in university
policymaking, particularly in those areas that govern their etucational
experiences,

The sources of recent discontent among college students has ranged
from the absence of a student role in disciplinary cases (which oécurred

at Columbia University in 1968, to cite an example) to general discontent




with the relevancoe of the currfculum and mistrust of the institution
bacause of the lack of wstudent representation in university governance,

The Muscatine Report (L-ucation at Der4eley, 1968) as well as, the

Hazen Foundation Meport. (The Student in liigher hcation, 1968) quite

clearly outline and recommend goals and objectives for universities in
responding in a positive manner to areas relevint to student concerns

and pressures for change. Flexner (1969) attributes a good pert of student
discontent to "institutional inadequacies marifested in unimaginative
educational programs, and not infrequently, in disregard for sipnificant
student involvement in the process ty which decicions affecting them

are made" (p. 235),

Along similar lines, the President's Cormnission on Campus Unrest
(1970) indicates that, the university, zmd' the faculty in particular, rust
recogniz‘e the expansion of hipgher echication and the energence of a new
youth culture has changed both the makeup and concerns of today's student
population and that the university will have to adapt to these new
conditions (p. 3).

Students are now putting immense new pressures upon universities,
ahd the adequacy of the response of these institutions to these pressures
may determine, in time, the arility of those institutions to function as
leamning envirorments. Fefferlin (1969) argues that a vital educational
:ln’stitution "rmist be responsive to the changing intellectual needs of its
students, its commnity, and its times, It must be able to adapt its
policies and practices to keep its means consistent with its end, In
order to progress, it mist change" (p. xviii).

A major concern of this study, then, is with student perceptions of




how and 40 what oxctent their colleges are responding to specifie institu-
tional change that students across the nation are requesting. Three
specific areas of sludent concorn and pressure for change appoar to be
most distinquishable on campuces today--chanves in curriculumn, governance,
and student 1lire, The first of these areas of student concern has to do
with major curricular changes, such as reform in the system of grading or
modification of academic requirerents. Requests for increased independent
or non-directed stud;, and increased work-studs opportunities are othor
exarples which could be included 4n Lhis general catejory of student
requests, The secoad area includes changes toward greater chudent
participation in the governance of the institution. The most significant
example of this type of pressura today revolves around students' clains
for representation on boards 6 trusteces n'nd faculty senates, The third
area rclates to student demands for increased control over thair oun lives
in non-academic (social) matters on and off canmpas. ost remests of this

nature are directed toward relief from in loco parentis rules involving

housing arrangements, dormitory hours, co-educational livinz, inter-
visitation regulations, entertaimment and speakers on campus, and re-
lét'ionships between the sexes, This study examined how different types of

students perceived the wzy that their institutions would respond to student

requests for internal change, both in terms of degree and tine dimenslon;
the extent students would participate in the processes of consideration and
decision-making; the type of activity in which the students vould have to.
engage in order for the institution to rispond; and, behavior of the
institution toward the student leaders who initiated change,

In surmary, the conceptuzl basis for this study drew upon the typolozy




developed by Paterson as a banic framework for describing student values

and orientations, Tha typoloss 4n turn provided a concep’ual franework

for analyzing how different types of siudents perceive the characteristics

of and capicity for fnstitutional chanzz, as concelved by 'icCrath and his
ansocintes, and az modified by tha study of irstitutional funstioning
conducted by the Sducational Testing Service. Secondly, the Peterason t:polor:y
provided a framework for analyzing how different types of students perceive
the responsiveness of their institutions to student remiests for internal
change in the areas of pgrading, student partieipation in institutional

goveraance, and control of non-academic aspects of student life,

Yethodolory and Mrocedures
Irsirurents

The Peterson typology instrument presenis the respondent with eirht
paragraphs each of vhich describes, but does not identify by name, the
cight types descrihed by Peterson, The rcspondent is asked to indicate the
paragraphs which fit most closely his om value orientation, selecting his
first, second, and third choices, Only the first choice was used in the
analysis which foli@ws.

The IFI consists of six sets of twelve questions, each raeflrcting a
dimension of institutional functioning. lMean scores on each of these
dimensions were calculated by studeat type and by institution arnd provided
the basis for analysis reported here.

The SPFIR instrument consists of six questions about cach of threo
hypothetical situations concerned with curriculum, governance, and student
life. Six scales werec developed consisting of the responses to each one of

these questions in all three hypothetical situations. The scales reflect

-
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the students parception of how their {nstitution responds to student.
pressures for change, Tha scales deal with perceptions of: (1) the
nature of the response (Consideration); (2) the tirme taken to respond;
(3) the cxtent student ard faculty participate in discussion; (L) the
exten®, of student and faculty participation in decision-making; (5)
the type of action by students neccssary to get a decision; and (6) the

responsn of the Institution to student nctirism, The mean scale score

were obtained by type of student and by institution ard were used in the

analysis reported helow,

Sample Population

The population sampled for this study were undergraduate students
attending trree four-year colleges in Pennsylvanic selected because they
reflect a relatively wide-ranpge of institutional settings., The Lhree
institutions wil? be referred to as Ivy Zollege, State College and “oalton
College. Ivy ic a private, academicnlly selective institution with a long
liberal, arts and scicnce tradition, State College is a state-supported
liberal arts college still strongly emorsed in its former status, that
of a teachers college tradition, Cralton 4s a private, liberal arts
institution located in a relatively small city and has a large commting
population. The esbim#ted student population was 1400 students randemly
selocted from the sophoacre, Junior, and senior classes in the three
institutions, The total response from usable questionnaires returned from
cach college was: a 8% response (155 full-time students) at Ivy Colloge;
a 374 response (183 full-time students) from Coalton College; and, a 637
response (317 fll-time students) from State College. . ‘
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Collection of Data

The research questionnaire with a letter of introduction de:cribing
the investipation uwns distributed to the students invelved in this
investigation durirg the Fall of 1970 from the Fresident or Academic Dean
of each of the three institutions., The questionnaires were distributed
and collected by the Dean of Student’s Office at ihe appropriate institutioi,
Respnses to the questionnairc were anonymous. ™ addition, a follow-up
quescionnaire and letter from the Fresident was distributed in the Spraag

0. 197L to the original sample urging the cooperation of non-respondents,

Research (nestions

The specific rescarch questions posed in this investigation are to
identify- within the institutions investirated, the perceptions and

attitndes of different types of studenis toward iuctitutional functioning

and iInstitutional responce to student pressvies for change,

1. Do diffetent t7pes of students, as
determined by their responses to
i’eterson's typology, perceive differently
;arit;us dimensions of inc.itutional

functioning as revezled in theif‘

responses to the IFI?




2. Do different types of students, as
determined by their responses tu
Peterson's typology, perceive ditferently
institutional response to student
pressures for .cha'nge as revealed in
thair rosponses to SPIR?

3. Are there differences beiweén the
institutions under investigation in

terms of student perception of

institutional functioning at their

institutions as revealed by their

] ‘ responsges to the IFI?

: k. Are there differences between the
institutions under investigation

in terms of student perceptions of

institutionsl response to student
‘pressureé for change as revealed

by their responses to the SPIR?

A




Procedures for the Statistical Analvsis

The primary objectiwes of this exploratory study were to
determine relationships between the two independent variables--
(1) Peterson's Student Typology, and (2) the three institutions involved
in the investigation (Stzte “ollege, Ivy, and Coalton Colleges), and
the dependent variables, (1) the IFI, and (2) the SPI?, The purpose of
the analysis was to determine if a significant statistical relationship

exists between the independent variables and the dependent variables,

Data Analvsis

Mean student scores on the IFT and STIR items were compared, by
student type and by institution, to determine the nature of any
relationships which may exist between tﬁe variables,

In addition to the zbove comparison, a ont-way analysis of variance
was applied to the data to detormine if there are significant differences,
at the .07 level of conidence, (.Cl level of confidence reported if
higher), between the mean student IFI and SPIR scores: (A) by student *

type; (B) by institution. —
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Results of the Study

The responses to the Peterson's Typology of College Students (Table 1)
indicated that the largest proportion of the respondents (337) most
closely identified themselves with Student Pnilosephy 7 {7ollegiate), The
combination of Fhilosophles A (Vecational), B (Professional) and 7 (mollegiate)
r.ere selected as first choice by 68% of the total student sample, These
philosophies are the types which, according to Peterson, reflect the
prevailing American traditional values. Conver eiy, those types which reject
prevailing Ameriecan traditional values accounted for only 227 of the
primary choices of students in the cample, i.,e., those who most closely .
identified with Philosophies E (Acadamic), F (Intellectual), G (left-Activist),
H (Hippiel. Students who classified them;élves a5 Mtualist (middleroad)
Philosophy D, accounted about 107 of the student sample, Further analysis
of the Student Philosopky response patterns at the three institntions
indicates that primary responses to thé most non-conforming Philosophies G
(Ieft-Activist) and H (Mippie) were negligible, comprising only, respectively,
3% and 2% of the total responses.

However, there were considerable differences among the institutions

studied regarding students' primary choices. At State College 787 of the

total student sample selected as their primary responses Vocational {12%),

Professional (25%) and Collegiate (407) Student Philosophies; at Goalton
College 677 selected Vocational (16%), Professional (23%) and “ollegiate
(28%) types; while at Ivy College, less than half of the students identified
with Vocational (1Z), Professional (21%) and Collegiate (277) Philosophies,
At the later institution, a large proporiion of students saw themselves as

Intellectuals (22%), while only 2 small percentage of students at the other
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institutions so identified Lthemselves.

TanlLi I

Based o the combimations of first, second, and third cholces to the
Peterson typology, the average student response and percent was as follows:
average student response for Professional (115) 17.6%; Collesiate (16)) 25.0%;
Acadenmic (49) 7.5%s Intcllectual (122) 18,67; Vocational (86) 13.17%;

Left-Activis® (L9) 7.57; Hippic (32) 5.5%; and Titualist (67) 10.27,

Mndings Pertaining to “zsearch Duestions

A one-wzy mnalysis of vardance was peffomed on the data to determine .
if dlfferent types of students parceive the variocus dinensiens of the ITI
and the scales of SPID Zifferently. This analysis indicated that there
only were sismificant differences among the different types of students on
the Intellectual-Aesthetic, Trcedom and Improvement of Soclety dimensions

£ the ITI, and only on Participation in Discussicn and Tonsequence for
Stﬁder.ts scales of SFI? {Appendix I & II), T‘:;erefore, in order to determine
if the varioas types of students perceive institutional funciioning and
student pressures‘}or change differently (research questions one and two)
means of student scores within and across colleges were ceripared. In order
to answer research questions three and four, a one-way analysis of variance
using data fror;z each of the three institutions wac perfermed for all students

regardless of type ol student.
Question 1

Student responses te the six IFT dimensions were analyzed in order to

17
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determine if different types of students, as revealed by thelr primary
responses to the Peterson typology, perceived various dimensions of
institutional functioning differently. The mean student IFI item scores,

by types and across colleges, are presented in Tables 2-7., In scoring the

IFI, 2 response in a positive direction is scored as one (1), and the highest

possible score for any one dimensions is twelve (12).

On the IAE (Intellectual-Aesthetic) scale of the IFT (Table 2), the

* mean student scores for different types of students across colleges varicd

from 7.54 to 8,50, wWithin colleges, the mean student score at State Zollegze
varied from 6,80 to 8.6L; at Ivy College from 9.33 to 10.,L0; and at Coalton,

from 6.51 to 7,02, One immediately notices that differences between types

" of students are small and inconsistent across colleges., The average Ivy

student scores regardless of type, are substantially highsr and the average
Coalton student regardless of type, scores relatively lower on this scale

than did the average State student,

TiRL, 2

On the.? (Freedom). scale of the IFI (Table 3), the mean score for
differepp types pf stu@enﬁs;apr0§s,cpllegés, varied from 5,146 to 6,60,

Witnin colleges, the mean student score at State varied fram'2.00 to AT

“at Tvy from 10.50 to 11 69, and at Coalton, from 3. 50 to 4.56. Again,

we notice that the differences between types of studonts are small and

Potn nn s 000d e

inconsistent-across colleges. --Regardless of the type, t hp average Ivy
student scored substahtiaily"highef and the average State student scores

relatively lower on this scale than those of the average Coalton student.

. . -
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In analyzing the differences in mean stndent scores on the HD
(uman Diversity) scale of the IFT (Table L), for different types of
students across colleges, the mean student scores varied from 5,26 to 5,96
Within colleges, the mean student score at State varied from 2,89 to 8.40;
at Yvy from 8.00 to 8.67; and at Zoalton from L.17 to 5,28, The differences’
on this scale also are cmall for different types of students, and inconsistent
across colleges, In all but one instance (the Wippie typz at State College),
the average Ivy student regardless of type, scored substantially higher than

the average State and Coalton student scores.,

max
_'.‘.'?)‘.AE h

On the UL (Undergrafuate-learning) scale of the IFT (Table ), the
mean scores of different tyfes of students across colleges varied from
6.05 to 7,19, ‘ithin colleres, the mean siudent scores at State varied
- from 3,62 to 5.87; at Ivy from 9,70 Lo 10,85; and at "ealton from 5.L2 to
6.88, The differences between types of students are again noticeably
small and there again is inconsistency across colleges. Regardless of the
type of student, we again note that on this scale, the average Ivy student
scores considerably higher than the average Coalton student and except for
the Profecsional type, the average Coalton student scores somewhat higher

'than the average student at State College.,:

TADLE ©

On the IS (Improvement of Society) scale of the IFI (Table 6), the
mean scores for different iypes of students across colleges varied frem
3.86 to 5,30, Vithin colleges, the mean student score at State College
varied from 1.80 to L.26; at Ivy from 7.20 to 8.30; and.at_Coalfdn fr;m '

3,75 to 5,78, The differsnces betueen tpes of students are again small
P

-

1R




and inconsistent across collezes. Ilowever, on this scale, regardless of
the type of swdent, the average Ivy student scores substantially higher
and the averaze State student noticeably lower than the average Zoalton

student,

|
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On the D3 (Democratic Govermance) scale of the IFT (Table 7), the

mean scores for differont types of students across colleges varied Ifrom
3.75 to 5,01, :Athin colleges, the mean student score at State College
varied from 0,57 to L,01; at Ivy fram 7.78 to 9.52; and at Coalton fronm
2,25 4o 4.24. Once again, the differences betieen types of students -
are small and inconsistent across colleges. As with the previous scales
of the I7T anzlrzed, we again note that regzardless of t;pe, ths average
Iy student scores subvstantially hisher and the average State student

1 scores somevhat lower on this scale than doss the average student at

Toalton College,

TLLS 7

vhile, as noted above, differences between types of students within

colleges are not consisten®, there seems to be one noteworthy trend. As

- one exams Tables 2-7, it can be seen that in almost all instances, at

" Coalton and State Colleges, students who identify themselves as Professional,

Collegiate and Vbcationdi types, and at Coalton only, also those who
identify themselves as Ritualists, have the highest averase mean scores
on the I7T dinensions. These differences in average mean score on some of
the IFI dimensions, and pariicularly Democratic-Governance, are quite

substantial, This pattern does not occur at Tvy College,
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Question 2

Student recponses Lo the six SPIR scales were anzlyzed in order lo
deteﬁ%ine it different Ypes of students as revealed'by their primary
responses to the Feterson typolopy, perceive institutiornal responce to
student pressures for chanpe differently. The mear student SPIR seale
scores by type and across colleges are presented in Tables 8-13, the
lowest possible score (Sndicating re¢lative responsiveness of the -
institution for each of these scalez is three (3), while the higﬁest
possible secre {indicating relative non-responsiveress of the institution)
in nine (9) for the first scale Tonsideration, and fifteen (15) for éach;

of the remalning five scales.

On the Consiceration scale of the SPIR (Table 8), the meon score
of different types of students across célleges varied from 1,72 to 5.63.
Within colleges, the mean student score at State College varied from
.67 to T.43; at Ivy from 3.20 to L4.,00; and at Zoalton frém 2.29 to 6.23.
On the scale of the SFI:, the left-ictivist type in all three institutions

e ————

had the hishest mean student scores. The Professional type had the lowest

score at State and were among the lowest at the other institutions,

An analysts of the Time scale on the SPIR (Table §) indicates that
the mean score of differemt types of students across colleges varied from
7155 tpﬂ?.?!. Within colleges, the mean student score at State College varied
from 8,27 4o 11,00; at Ivy from L.52 to 6.50; and at Coalton from 9.05 to

12,00, On the scale the left-Activist type at State and Coalton had the

highest mean student scores while at Ivy, they were ampong the highest;.-“’*

-
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The Professional tvpe in contrast, had the lowest riean student scores

at Ivy and Coalton and uere second lowest at State,

TARLY ©

On the Participation-Discussion scale of the SPIR (Table 10) the
average sc‘ore for different types of students across colleges varied from
6.22 to 7,21, ‘ithin colleges, the mean student score at State varied
from 6.62 to 10,57; at Ivy from 3.00 to 3.9; and at Coalton from 7.00 to
.00, /An analysis of types of students within colleges on this scale of
SFIR reveals, that the Ieft-ictivist type had the highest mean student scores
at State and Zoalton Colleges, and the second highest mean student score at
Ivy. Xor iw, the Rituali§t type had the highest mean student -score on this

scale. There was no consistent pattern of low mean scores on this scale,

TABLE 10

The analysis of the Participation-Decision scale on the SPIR (Table 11)
indicates thzt the niean score of different types of students across colleges
varied from 7.5 to 9.,49. Within colleges,. the mean scores at State varied
from 8.6 to 11.71'; at Ivy from L.20 to 6.83; and at Coalton from 9.50 to
13,00. Tor this scale of SPIR, the Left-Activist type at State and Coalton
had the highest average score, For Ivy the Ritualist again had the highest
mean score. The Profescional type mezn studeﬁt scores were the lowest at

State and Coalton and amomg the lowest at Ivy.

TABLS 11

On the Student Action scale of the SPIR (Table 12) the mean scores
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for different types of students across colleges varied from 6.38 to
7.55. Yithin -olleges, the mean score at State varied from 6.1l to
8.75; at Ivy from £.00 %o 7.00; and at fToalton from 5,86 to 7.79. For
this scale of SPIR, the Ieft-Activist type had the highest mean scores
at, State and Ivy, while the Academies had the highest average score at

Coalton. The Irofessional type had the lowest mean student scores at

all three institutioas.

THBLE 12

On the Consequence scale of the SPIR (Table 13) the analysis of
the nean scores of different types of students across colleges varied
from 6.75 to 8.35. 'ithin colleges, the mean scores at State varied
from 7,26 to 10,00; at Ivy from L.58 to £.60; and at Coalton from 6.S8
“0 10.33. On this scals, the left-Activist type again had the highest
mean score at all three instituticns. The Professional type had the

lowest mean score 2t State and Ivy and the second lowest at Zoalton.

TADLL 13

Question 3
Student responses to the six IFI dimensions were anal&ied in order

- {0 determine if the student respondents regardless of type, at the

different institubions, perceived the dimensions of institutional functioning
differently. The summary of mean IFI dimension scores by college are
presented in Table 14, A one-way analysis of variance was perforned,
(Appendix III) In each case, the null hypothesis of no differences between

the resrective dimensions (Intellectual-Aesthetic, Freedom, human Diversity,

.
N 1F)




Undergraduate-Iearning, Improvement of Socichy, Democratic Covernance)
» & ?

was rejected 2t the ,01 level of confidence,

TADLT lh

Question b

Student responses to the six SPIR scales were analyzed in order to

determine if the studeat respondents regardless of type at the different

institutions, perceived institutional response to student pressures for

change differently, The mean student SPIR scale scores by college are

presented in Table 15, 24 one-way analysis of variance was performed, (Appendix IV)

In each cose, the null hypothesis of no differsnces between the respective

grales (Consideration, Time, Participation in Discussion, Participation in

Decision=iiaking, Student Actions and Conseouences for Students) was

rejected at the .0l level of confidence,

TANLS 15
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Conclusions

Distiilution of Ctudent Responients by Type ~nd by Institution

As was expccued, the largest number of students in this study
identified with the Vocational, Professional, and Zollegiate types in
the Peterson Studernt Typology. This can be accounted for by the nature
of two of the institutions investipated--State and Coalton Colluges.
These institutions hnve a tradition of vocationsl and professional
orientation in their curriculum, and their students are drawn from
conzervative La kgrounds and have strong collegiate interests.

On the other hand, at Ivy College, as expected, we found a2 greater
diversity in th- stuadents' patterns of identification. For instance,
while almoct half of the students at Ivy classified thenselves as elther
Professignal or Collegiate, one in five viewed himself as Intellectuals,
The others were distributed among the Ritualists, Intellectuals, left-
Activist and Hippie types. Since Ivy's academic tradition essentially
encourages and fosters a liberal intellectual atmosphere, heterogencous
types of students are attracted to Ivy, including many from liberal back-
gfounds. " _

Probably gven'ggqsgnwﬁp';dentify themselves as Professional or
Collegiate at Ivy v;ew'£hemse1ves cuite differently than the same type
of student at Staﬁc and Coalton. For example, only a very few students at
Ivy are committg& to an Education najor while at State, two out of five
students are Edﬁcatign.majors (Appéndix V). There are no fraternities at
Ivy and host extra-curricular activities are of an intellectual or social-

action nature, This is not the case at the other institutions where
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fraternitics, sororifies and Intcrcollegiate athletic: are actively
supporteds Similarly, although three out of four ctudents at Ivy identiflied
their political teliefs as libcral or left (Appendix V), less than one in
ten identified himsolf with 2 left-Activist or Hipple philosophy. It

would scom thercfore that a student's poerception of the type of philosophy
with which h- 105t ¢losely identifies is relative to climate that proevails
on his cammse A politically liberal student at Ivy may notf think of
himself as holding a Left-Activist philosophy relative to other students on
that canpis, while students with 2 sinmilar or more rioderate political
persuasion on anotlier more traditional campus may identify with a Left-
Activist philosophy. Similarly, a student engaged in intellectual or social
action activities night censider himself a Collepiate at Ivy, while a student
at another college would see the Collegiate philosophy more closely
identificd with fraternity nembers and enthusiastic supporters of inter-

collegiate sports activities,

Comparison of ileans on the IFY by Tvies of Students

. (Tables 247)
As we analyzed the several dimensions of the IFI Athe most obvious

conclusion was that the difference between the mean scores of the various
types of students were relatively small and inconsistent, especially as
compared to the considerable and relative c¢nsistent differences found
among institutions. Despite this, definite trends wer- noticalbe within
the three institutior;., %4thin colleges, substantially highe: means wvere

found for students who identified themselves as Professional, Colleglate,

Vocational at both foalton and State Zolleges and for students who
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identifind thenselves ag Rituslists at Zoalton, This weuld indiecate
greater satlisfaction by these students with the way their institution
functions than by other types of students at the same college.

The'analysis of the IFI data frenm Ivy Zoll ge indicates a

:

E

:

&‘r considerably different pattern. irst, the difference in averuge scores

} among the various typcs of students were extremely slight and followed no

I consistent pattern., Tn almost every instance the spread between average

| scorres of differcnt types of students on the various dimensions of the
ITFI were 1.0 or less, On the other hand, students at Ivy scored sipnificantly
higher, on the averape, on every dimension of the IFT than did students at
the other institutions across types, and in almost every instance within
types. This diflerznce provadbly would be-atiriluted to the fact that
students at Ivy perceive themselves quite differently than students at
Coalton and State Zolleges. The academic and intellectu=zl climate at Ivy
is a)} srently so rmuch more open and liberal, and so ublicuitous that it
reflects itself in the students perception of the institution, regardless
of the variation in values held by the different types of students,
. ... On the other ﬁand, studeuts at State and Coalton, are generally less

~ satisfied with the functicning of their institution, At these latter

. irstitutions, those students, who are the lz2ast accepting of the prevailing
Amcricén institﬁtions'(the Academics, Intellcctuals, Left-Activist and
Fippie) also see their institution as functioning less effectively than do

those 'who are more accepting of prévailing American institutions (the

Prorecsionals, Vocationals, Collegiates and, at State, the Ritualists).




Comparison of lMeans on SFIT by Twpes of Studenis

| As was the case in the analysis of the IFI results, the analysis of

mean SPIR scores (Tables B8-13) also revealed relatively small differences

i‘—' among types of students as compared to institutionnl differences, However,
there 3s somethat greater consistency in the patterns of mean scale

! scores of SPIR ameng scice of the different types of students. There is also
} greater variation in average SPIR scale scores among the different types of
i students than was found in the scores on the IFI dimensions.

The average mean sceres on the SI'TH scales indicated that Professional,
Colleginte and Vocational types at State and Zoaltorn, arnd the Ritualist
type student at Zoalton on most scales were rore satisfied with the
responsiveness of their institution to studen: pressures for change (i.e.,
they scored ﬁigher on the cverage on STIR scales) than were Academic,
1 Intelleclual, ILeft-ictivist and lippie students at those institutions. This
is similar to the pattern found in the IFI rezults., However, perhzps even
more notewortkys, the Professionals at all three colleges scored either lowest
or among the lowest on almost cvery scale of SPI, while the Left-Activist
scored either highest or among the highest on almost every scale, Thus,
it would seem that among the various types of students at all three
institutions, Professional students are most satisfied with the responsiveness
of their institution tb student pressures for change and left-Activist are
least satisfied.

This does not in any way take from the fact that institutional differences oo
were far greater than differences between types on almost all SPIR scales,
The mean SPIR scores at Coalton and State were about twice as great as the

averaze score at Ivy on all scales except on the Student Action sez2le., This

-
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| ' pattern also is quite consistent bebtween colleges within each type.

\ There are no consistent differences between Coalton and State either
overall or within types. However, the varliation in ne.un scale scores
between {jpes is nct as great as betueen institutions, although it is
substantial at Zonlion and State (the range on most scales varies about

! 3,9 on the average), The variation at Ivy College is greater on 3SPI2
seales (about 2.,0) than was found on the IFT dinensions (aboub 1.0).
Thus, it would semm, that the climate ol the college affecls the siudents
perception of his Institutlon respensiveness to change nore than does
his identificaticn with a particulaxr student value systenm (at least as

reflected In this sludent t;:polos;r').

Statistdenl Tillorennas “w“r*tw veans hy Nyves of Students and

- -' Ty L'J. 43
veturen laang Yoo T whicns
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As previcusly discuzred in the resulbs section earlier, the cne-way

analysis of varisnece usel to determine stotictical differences between
acan geeres cr? gypes of students showed a general inconsistency. (Appendiz
I and TI) Murthernore, the percent of varimce accounted for by statisiical

strength (%) indicates that the independent variable--types of students--

were not stro*x;,'l., related to the dependent variable--student perception.,
of J.nsti*utional un ictioning characteristics (IFI) or of institutional

reeponﬂo 0 s udent p;cssures for change (SPIR).

There wéra igh.ly sign.ficant differences (at the ,01 level of

conf:x.dence) between mean scores for students by institution on aii"'dimansions"’“
of the IFI and scales of SPIN (Appendix IIT and IV) In addition, the

percen’o oi‘ variance accounbed for by statistical strength (6) ) 5_nd"c:~ted a

v
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relatively high relationsnip belicon the independent variat'o (institutions)
and both dependent variables (IFT and SPIR scores

These one-uay analyses of variance seen to indicate that the student
typology was of considerably less statistical valus than was the college
clinate in explaining the wmriation in student perception of both the
funectioning of institutions and the responsiveness of institutions to student
pressures for change. Iiowever, 23 will be discussed below, thers are
indications of tronds regarding responses +o the student typolozr worthy
of further exploration. The high degree of statistical sigrnificance by
institution was anticipated in the selection of the institutions and merely
reflects that the institutions sclected did indeed differ in the ways
expecteds Certainly, in the case of the IfI, all the prlor research on this
instrument would have btzen highly suspected had not these rosults been
achieved: In the case of SIIR, it can be concluded that this instrument

does reflect the differences in institutional climate of the three colleges

selected in this exploratory study,

b &

Conclusions Teparding T and SPTI2 by Tnstiiutions

As noted in our discmssion of differences between types of students on

" both the IFI and SFIR, the pattern of institutional differences between

mean scores on both instruments were much greater and much more consistent
than were differences between types.

At Ivy College, the students are relatively satisfied with the way
their institution functions., Ivy's students rated their institution
substantially higher on all dimensions of the IFI than did students at the
other colleges in this study, This would indicate that at Ivy, students

feel that thers igs dnstitutional freedom of exprassion znd that there is

-




student involvement in institutional govermance, ‘e also conclude that
Ivy students perceive their institution as a college that is concertied
with terching and learning, that has the qualities of an institution
which is concerned with undergraduate learning and that is concerned with
socictial needs,

In cenlrast o Ivy, Stabte students were generally dissatisfied with
the vey din vhich that, institution functions. The students at State perceive
their institution as beiny substantially lower on all ddmensions of the
IFI than did students at Ivy and somewhat lower on all but one dimension of
the IFI (the Intellectual-lesthetic dimension) than did students at Coalton
Collece, Studenis at Coalton vhile relatively dissatisfied with their
institutlicn as compared to Ivy students, hut were more satisfied than State
students cxeept on the Intellectual-ﬂestheéic dimension,

Our findings or SPIN indicate that Ivy students perceive their

institution as relatively recsponsive to student pressures for change, On
all six sczles of SFIR, Ivy students were more catisfied with the
institutional-student involvement in decision-rmaking than wers students at

the other institutions. The differences were considerable on five of the

b cra

six scales (mean student scores for Coalton and State students were almost
twice as high as for Ivy students). However, the mean scale scores for
.Ivy students were only slightly lower on the Student Action scale than
for Coalton students, State and Ccalton College students were relatively
dissatisfied with their institution's response to student pressures for
change., Coalton studznts vere more dissatisfied in terrms of Time
involvement, Participation in Disciission, Farticipation in Decision, and

State students were more dissatisfied with Consideration, Student-Action,




and Concequence for Students. However, the differences between the
perceptions of students at these latter institutions were relatively small,
The results of this study seem to suggest that at least as far as
the institutions investigated, that the climate, ethos, and style of an
institution has a definite effect upon the way it responds to student
pressures for change in higher education., DRased upon the instruments useqd
in this investigation, it would seem that if students perceive their
institution as interested in the development of its students, as open 4n
its modus-operandi, and otherwise functioning to meet the needs of students,
than students will perceive their institution as being nmore respensive to

student pressures for change. This was espeeially evident at Ivy Collere

* which has a liberal, open viewpoint regarding institutional functioning,

Generally, from the findings on the I*I dimensions and SFI? scales, we
conclude that the greater proportion of students at Ivy are relatively
satisfied in the way thelr institution functions and the receptiveness of
their institution to recuests for change and to the implementaiion of these
requests, This was not the view generally held b students at State or
Coalton, Students at both of these institutions perceive their colleges as

not being responsive to student pressures for change and they are generally

- not satisfied with the way their institution functions,

There are indications from these data that, at State and Coalton
at least, those students who identify most closely with Professional,
Collegiate and Vocational values and students at Coalton who identify
with Ritualist values, are most satisfied with the functioning of their
institution as compared to other types of students. A similar trend is

found in regard to perceptions of institutional response to‘student pressures




A

for change, However, there were indications that Professional types
of students were most satisfied and left-Activisis least satisfied with
their institutions' responsiveness.

In view of the fact that the institutions investigated in this

'étudy are not representative of 21l four-year colleges, and hbecause the

Peterson Student Typology and Student Perceptions of Institutional
Response instruments are experimental in nature, the results of this

study rmust be viewed as exploratory only. lHowever, based on the institutions
studied, the results of this research suzgests that the total siudent
culture of a campus has greater effect on how students perceive the
functioning of an institution and responsivencss of an institution to
change than does their identification with particular types of student
value systems within their college. There“are indications fromn these data
thot student values in combination with institutional climate make very
potent indicators of student perceptions. Houewver, substaniiation of

this conclusion would require further study with considerably larger

mumbers of students and institutions.,
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Response F\-equencies by Types of Students and Institution
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* . ‘Summary of liean Student Scores
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Intellectual-Aesthetic Dimension of the Institutional Minctioning Inventory
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TABIE 5
Summary of Mean Student Scores

by Types of Students and by Institutions,
. Undergraduate-learning Dimension of the Institutional Functioning Inventory
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TABLE 6

Summary of Mean Student Scores
by Types of Students and by Institutions,

Improvament. of Society Dimension of the Institutional Functioning Inventory
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: C) , ®
AR B NS NN B REN EAPRN
| § 4 3 T § g E & j
jouzeee & 8 & A & A B B Nz
STATE N 8 125 9 23 L2 7. 'S : 28 317
T N 3 k13 3N %+ 10 8 18 155
. X 8.21 , 7.66 8,23 !8.27 18,30 1720 772 7, 99 |
i . 4 . ' AN e SRR .
COALTON N Ly -s1 ‘1 2} 29 3 | 18 18 :

2 0 L65 L7 bk 375 baT2 | 3.33 - 5.78 "L 63 |

i N ; i e ..--..... -
TOAL N 184 |27 (36 8 ., 20 1 ’6h !
| % 1521 L7 15,17 5.2 | 3.86 ! 5.30 LS5 h.83 'u.ss }
e
N is less than three (3)
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TABIE 7

Summary of Mean Student Scores
ty Types of Students and by Institutions,
Democratic-Governance Dimension of the Institutional Nnotioning Inventory

PR L. - . . — - - . .

o T |
) 4 3 E ' 3 § g ‘é L] é
] . TOTAL
. ; 3 3. ;7 ¢z B |
COLLEGE § 2 & s i< # 2 N i
}3‘”..*-1'5 Ty T R T e = |
1y l b1 . 3.39. 4 0.89 * 1.65 - 3.L1.; 0,57 | 0.80 | 1.54| 3.08
e w3 T i 10l s s liss
&5 09,52 8,95 | 9.31 1 9.03 ' 8,40 | 8,60 ; 7.78 | 8.90
- - o em B . ey . o
COALTON ‘N | b4 ~ .51 | 14 fzh 29 la 1+ 118 183
R 337 (3.88 | 2.93 | 225 , L2k .67 3,50 ' 3.7
TOTAL N |18, (217 (36 8 |72 20 |1 ié 6%
..“ ' X 5001= lho% hon i ho93 i 3075 i ho65 ho73 : 308!‘ . hos-’

N 1s less than throe (3)
TABIE 8
Surmmary of Mean Student Scores

bty Types of Students and by Institutions,
"Consideration Scale of the Student Perceptions of Instibutiuul Response

.
:g'.:: 5 3 g §s‘é gm‘"‘!
oumE &3 2 A4 & 82 # B wiz,
i::'z : B ] ';%?go ‘2.5.6 R g’hb ) ls‘fa% ' :I’.ha : g.oo. ; g?g?”;%:’oo ‘
IL..__- g- ‘336&' glbz 33&; ,?‘59 . '. i!}?oo | 3,20 ;;?9!4 o |
COAL'I'Oﬂg ‘25‘88 2.73 {?.‘29 'i;!.‘ea ig?hs ;2033 ;‘ i%?OO 112'?7&
RN Y,
"\ 15 1ess than thres (3)
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TABLE 10

Summary of ilean Student Scores
by Types of Students and by Institutions,
Participation-Discussion Scale of the Student Perceptions of Institutional Response

- .- - . “~e - e . - . A F e G = e e c——

TABIE 9
Somary of Mean Student Scores
by Types of Students and by Institutions,
Time Scale of the Student Perception of Institutional Response ;
\ K
b— . . G e e R
. | ;
: S B 'é Y :
v . - . 3 . ® 4
. 8 i 4 3 "2 3 .3 _
! | 5 S 3 g:,‘ & 8 il
| COLIEO® z i £ .8 S, = o N e : '
*’.’: Tl T_'_. . = - - - o . Le —-- — v ’-—-—-
|SUTE N | 78 18 9 23 ;hz 7 -5 .28 37,
- X ) B.5u |8.27 9.l | 9.57 !8.71 11,00 9.20 ' 9.68 . 8. 72 i
T ' . o o .
IVr N ; 13 13 3 . 10 5§ 18 155 ! i
| ® ) L2 1563 ,5.08 5.5 .. 8580 540 6.50 , S.u8
— . ' . , . ) . i i
OOALTON N | b3 ‘st W .2k 29 3 % 18 183 |
' 2| 9.05 9.92 10.50 . 10.17 9.h8 12,00 9.39 9 71 _‘
.. P PR : . .‘ - . 4 B e L R ettt e oot i ;
"TOML N | 154 217 36 . 81 72 ' 20 !11 . 6l 655 i
‘ 7.82 ) §.16 ' 8, 28. ! 8.19 8 97 i 8. 55 ] .55 8. 70 8.23 |
»
N 4s less than three (3) LR ot

[ F
| s 8 3
i 3 : 3
8 ¢ 3 [] 3 MAL
: g S § &3 & B
| COLLEOE £ 8 < L 5 42 g y
'STATE N 178 125 9 .~-23" L2 7 a 5 26 ' 317 ..4
: 2. 662 719 9.1 |8.91 6.79 10.57 9.80 8.86 7.l
! “ . ‘- - - . . C. C e — %
IvY N 33 L1 13 3k #« 1 5 m 155
. | . e - e e maem
COALTON N L3 51 "1 T g 29 "3 » 18 183
. . i . . e e g .t e -{
jTomL Ko, .2r 3% 8L 72 20 .1 ;6 655 ! |
| 2 ' 6.22 + 6.9 653 (6.53 6,82 i7.00 1636 ! 7,21 6.5 |
- . - - bom mmmmen e e - ORI W —‘L :

N 4s less than three (3)
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TABIE 11°
Summary of Mean Student Scores’

by Types of Students and by Institutions,
Pa.rt.:lcipatim—Decision Scale of the Student Perception of Institutional Response

| _ - .E e e -
- i 3 03 & §F 3. . 3 |
- § .4 % % '3 £ E @ ™M
lcor.mmz S R N 33 B2 o ® yg
is'rm'xr. N: 8 . 125 .9 I 23 _.hz_ 75 28 317
Sy R 8.8 9271 978 107 9k 171 10,00 10.82 9.3L |
‘. ™3 M 13 3 ix 10 s s |
‘,- *. ! 5055 5.81 5039 509h . ,' 6050 " ’4.20 6.83 , 5088 !
coamoy N k3 sL . Ay - 24 29 - 3 ' % - 18 183 |
' 2 9.67 9.8 ' 9.50 11.63 . 10.00 13,00 10,67 10,18
“tomal” N o184 27 ‘36 @ T2 20 o1 e 688
R 821 866 BB 8.1 9l | 9.30 | T.E . 9.66 ; B.76 |
*
N 1s less than three (3) N

TABLE 12

Summary of Mean Student Scores
by Types of Students and by Institutions,
. Student-Action Scale of the Siudent Percepticn of Institutional Response

cee— en

E o ?; ~ o

-a "3 0 0 § ] _ 5
. 9 B E '3 3 B -a E . 5
| g 4 S 2 g & & TOTAL |
_COLLBGE : 3 £ A s 42 # 3 N %
,o'r TE N} 78 128 .9 23 L2 7 5 28 317
| z ' s 3%6.90 (700 B39 650 8.0 B.20 875 68
| O , t . . o ) i
: IVY N 33 i 41 13 34 " 10 . 8 18 183 !
i 2! 5.00 5k 515 5.8 . 7.00 . 5.60 5.67 5.3 |
(COALTON N L3 51 W 24 29 3 o» 16 183

X 5.86 7012 7079 7058 7069 6.00 7056 5 5h

oML N 1% 217 36 8- 72 20 11 6 659 ?
: T 638 668 b6k 609 693 T.20  TIB  T.55 6.7
*

N is less than thfee (3)
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TABLF. 13

Summary of Mean St:,udént Seores
by Types of Students and by Institutions,
Consequernce Scale of the Student Perceptiona of Institutional Response

| —_ .....'g e e M“'j _ e, —_ |
8 8 o - i
! B kK g g 'g 8 ° - }
: - & E = 3 1B - "Zv! - TOTAL
3 ? = o & . g &8 B B ,,
coee. £ & & 0§ & ¢ g @ yx
WS L “ .- .‘.'.-—T'. LTyl vy TTTTID T N T — T
MTE N 178 i1 !9 123 e |7 5 28 ‘3 |
R [ 7.26 [ 7.76 | 9,67 !9.13 ' 8.21 10,00 ‘9,40 8.61 8.00
‘ L . i , | ) ;.-." i = _‘ v.‘.". v PRI
: e ow P w T T T e s 18 1
| CoazioN N ‘L3 (s W 2% .29 |3 * 18 183
2 ;7.9 6,98 8.21 8,33 835 : 10.33 8,06 7.7
oML N 18k 217 36 81 72 20 1 6 655
2 675 730 750 7.2 822 835 7.0 7.72 7.28
*
N is less than three (3)
TABIE 1l
Summary of Mean Student IFI Dimension
Scores Regardless of Types cf
’ Studenits by Institution
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APPENDIY. I

Analysis of Variance between Types of Stadents
and the Three Institutions on the

Dimensions of IFI1 Source of Variance ~DoFe - S.S.
Intellectual-Aesthetic -~ “Types of students 7 - 78.696
. -v:; Error within .. = 647. 366L.L47
TOTAL 654 3751.53.
Freedom Types of students -~ 7  253.2
. . FError within - . 647 8267.1
TOTAL 654  8520.3
Human-Diversity Types of students 7 mq.uo,..
Error within - 647 . L794L.19
TOTAL 65h . L821.h9
Undergraduate-Learning  Types of studemts 7  128.0
- Frror within 647 65L6.9
TOTAL 65h  667L.9 ..
Improvement of Society Types of students 7  115.8
: v Frror within 647 - 5286.8
TOTAL 65k . 5h02.6 -
Types of students 7  132.9
Error within .- - 647 = 9047.0
TOTAL 65k . 9170.9 ~

_

M.S.

12.42

5.66

36.17

12.78 .

3.90

7.1

18.29

HQOH” PRI

16.54

17.70

13.98

Various Dimensions of the Institutional Functioning Inventory

Fet.
Significance .2
.05 .01
€y
<
01 <02
Z\M - OB.
N/S 01
.05 ¢.0l
N/S <+.003
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Dimensions o&.HwH

o e

Intellectual-Aesthetic
IC.

Freedom
m:sw:nuw«mqm»ew
Undergraduate-Learning
HJG&Odmsmsa of Society

‘-

Democratic-Governance

APPENDIX III

Analysis of Variance between the Three Institutions
Regardless of Type of Student on the
Verious Dimensions of the Institutional Functioning Inventory

..Source of Variance.

College

" Frror within

.- TOTAL .

College
Frror within
TOTAL

College
Error within

..,.. " 86>.H- o

College
Error within
TOTAL

College

Error within

aoa>vw.

College

Error within
TOTAL A

e

D.F.

2
652
651
2
652
654

2
652
(1

2
652
654

2
652
65k

2
652
65k

S.S.

924.8
2826.6
3751.L

5927.
259,
8521,

1610.
3212,
L822,

2983.
85

2158.
3215,
5403.

3836.

5335.
9171.

L6211

.3k

2963.37 '

3.98

80L.93

L.93

1491.38

5.66

1078.77
1298

1917.96

8.18

F.
106.66

k.97

163.11

263.36

216.75

234.L0

Significance
01

.01

01

0L

0l

01

mw¢.

7.2

469

<.33

<40

.42
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\ APPENDIX V.
: . . Response Frequency (in percent) of students by
o Institution on the Demographic Variables o -
‘ ) _—-"t, . A1l ‘
Students! P
Ivy . Coalten |  Total ‘
S — e e e
he2 v 50,3 | 612
LS 1 . b75 37.7
; - . 4 e—— - _ﬂ_ - - — - ..1
8.4 6.0 6.h
3 o . 29,7 .| 21,9 . 26.Y
.' . 20 \',)"f 38.5 2907 : 26.2 33.
. : '_ ';‘; 21 - ' ’ N . 1906 Zhos 31.1 2hoo
-4 . .21 or over SR 9.5 . 7.1 13.7 10,1
. . —-
3. Class Stan O | '
e & ol 33 w2 | 20.8 30.1
Ihm1°r ' . 38.5 3&.2 33.9 36.2:
&nior 2506 o 29.0 37.2 . 29.6;
L. Residence ' T T J
University housing 59.0 95.5 k2.1 62,5
Off-campus 24.0 1.9 3 “Te? 1,2
Parents or family 12.9 .0 5 L8.6 19.8!
other 3.2 11.9 1,1 2.31
e — e It — - -4
Se Major Fiel ' i
: Science 8.8 o213 0 1 o 21.3 15, 3:
Social Science 16.1 i 3L.8 23.0 22, .Lj
Humanities/Fine Arts 6.6 P 29.0 17.5 15.0:
Education o 11209 103 8.2 23.,4&
Basiness 1306 : 1.9 16oll 11060
Other : 10.7 9.7 - c 71069 105
| - e e - S — 3
é. Cammnitv of Origin :
ge city 7.3 31.6 7.7 13.1
YMedium city 16.1 i 11.0 24.0 17.1
Small city/suburban area 25.6 i 3h.2 29.0 28.7
Small city/not suburban 35.6 14.8 | 26,2 28.
Farm/village/not suburban .2 S.8 | 9.8 11.0
7. Father's Education : § i
Grade school 8.5 : 605 ' 13.7 l 905
Some high school t 19.6 i 2.6 , 18.6 ! 15,
Finish - high school P 315 i 1.0 ! 32.2 | 26,
Some comge 19.2 ! 11.6 ' 11.5 | 15.3
4 Pinish - college 19.6 -, © 67.7 22,5 | 31,8




APPENDIX V

s s emb b
AP
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page 2

I 777
Demographio l State ;

Coalton

Variable i— dezeemi b e

8, ‘Father's Occupation

' ecutive - llanager -
Owmer business
Semi-skilled worker
".": Skilled worker/foreman
Clerical/salesman
Profess:l.onal

W

30,0 36,8

25,2,
17.7
10,1

1.8 h?.

l\ N

. 29,0
20,8
19.7
10,9
15.4

b1~
k6.7
30.3 .

1.9
8.4
30,3
k7.1

.l . c+ .o
. i B= - . LT
' B+/A

9 Student's Grade Point Avera
. less than G-

6.6
33.6

25.0

14.8
32.2
1.1
19.1

Fy

17.7.

) 10+ Student's Political Belief
’ v . Congervative A
' ' Middleroad el
Idberal
Left

- Te1

9.0
L5.2
32,3

22,
42,0 i
" 30,3 g

3.2

—1

18.5
31,5
36.0
10l

21.3

32,2

38.2
el

R Sy TSAN G TR T A
F AR R N A R D, P

sgte

26.5

| e et et ————— e

i Religious Preference
b otestant

Catholic

Other

None
Prefer-not-to-answer

s oo e

38.2 .
3.7
9.1
100,4 .
603 L

s 8 e e e B

e mme it te mege e e e =

Race . Co ;
White ' . el
¢ Other o
'~ Prefer-not-to-answer :

'T"' _...._......_..-.-..._}__.........._......_. e

92,7 .
1.3
h'_"‘ o

,---
-
[ ]
-

OIS

S ATERSIERL

31.8
28,5

25.1
38.3
12,0
1206 T
7.7 -

oF
®
o
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85.8
2.7 1
i 6.0 - ’
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